this end. In order to answer these questions, it will be necessary to (i) examine the legal and operational parameters within which (or in spite of which) the various agencies seek to achieve practical results; and (ii) compare the performance of the various agencies in those countries where each has been active. Examination of these issues will also take account of the activities of the already existing agencies, especially those working in relation to the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) and the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR). In this way, we may gain an idea of whether and, if so, the extent to which the work of the various agencies overlap. This accomplished, the article will examine whether progress has been made through the activities of the new agencies (and which in particular), and conclusions will be drawn as to how improvements in the overall effectiveness of the agencies' work can be achieved.
II. The Procedures: Parallels and Differences in Legal Structures and Practice
Under the ICCPR states parties are obliged to report regularly on their efforts to implement the substantive provisions of the Covenant (Article 40). These reports are then discussed by the Human Rights Committee (HRC) with representatives of the governments concerned. In addition, the ICCPR provides for procedures for examining complaints submitted by states parties (Article 41) or, in the framework of an Optional Protocol, by individuals. 2 The same procedures are contained in the UNCAT (Articles 19, 21 and 22). As with the ICCPR, the state reporting procedure is compulsory, while the complaint procedures are optional. In addition, however, the UNCAT is equipped with an entirely new inquiry provision (Article 20), which permits the CAT to conduct an inquiry whenever it receives 'well-founded indications that torture is being systematically practised in the territory of a State Party'. On condition of the state party's consent, the inquiry may include a visit to its territory (Article 20, para. 3). States parties, however, may opt out of Article 20.
The Special Rapporteur on Torture has established three procedures for responding to information received on alleged cases of torture. First, the Special Rapporteur sends a letter to the government of the country concerned. Second, an urgent appeal is submitted by the Special Rapporteur to the government when well-founded information comes to hand that certain individuals are in danger of being subjected to torture. While these two procedures were restricted to individual cases during the This irrelevance may be due to some extent to the complicated design of the procedures-Of more importance it would seem is the problem that potential complainants refrain from applying to one of the organs because of diplomatic considerations. Similarly, a state complaint within the ECHR is considered an 'unfriendly act' (see MJE. VMger, Handbuch der EuropOischen Menschenrechtskonvention (1993), at 110). However, the ten complaints which have been examined under die respective provisions of the ECHR snow that interests, including those concerning minorities, might overrule such diplomatic courtesies. However, the different groups might influence each other in respect of thematic interpretation of certain terms and of standards applied. Of particular interest is the relation between the CPT on the one hand and the organs of the ECHR on the other. For instance, the CPT has designated some situations as 'inhuman and degrading treatment', which probably would not have been subsumed under Article 3 ECHR by the Commission or the Court For details see R-Bank, Die Internationale BekOmpfung von Folter (1996), at 222 f.
to these procedures only to the extent that they figure in the evaluation of the general situation. Separate mechanisms for processing individual complaints have been introduced by the ECHR, the Optional Protocol of the ICCPR and the UNCAT. Similarly, procedures relating to letter writing and urgent appeals to governments are used mostly to secure protection and redress for individuals, although they may also influence overall conditions.
A. Procedures for Individual Cases
A comparison of the procedures dealing with individual cases shows that the activities of the Special Rapporteur are complementary to the formal complaint procedures conducted by the HRC, CAT and the European Commission and Court The Special Rapporteur's procedures, characterized by informality and rapidity, aim at encouraging local authorities to investigate accusations and to prosecute those responsible. The Special Rapporteur uses the 'urgent appeal' to address governments on a preventive, humanitarian basis in order to secure the protection of endangered persons. In contrast, the complaint procedures provide for formal review by an international body whose rulings are to be implemented by local authorities.
The UNCAT's formal complaint procedure is almost identical to that of the ICCPR's Optional Protocol, 7 but differs significantly from that of the ECHR. Duplication is avoided by UNCAT 8 and ECHR 9 regulations which make inadmissible any complaints that are or have been pending before another international organ. In contrast, the ICCPR's Optional Protocol rules complaints as inadmissible only if they are currently pending before another international organ, 10 with the result that the same case may be considered by the HRC after having been considered by the CAT or organs of the ECHR-" A growing number of individual complaints have been addressed to each of these organs, although the CAT's procedure, applied in only 43 cases during nine years of operation, seems to have remained less well known.
12 Furthermore, almost all of these complaints were directed against states of the Western world, the majority of them claiming a violation of Article 3 UNCAT, which forbids the expulsion of persons in danger of being tortured to their country of origin. 13 This situation may be partly explained by the fact that the states that have accepted the procedure for individual complaints tend to be more democratic.
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B. Procedures with a Country-oriented Approach
The international organs are aided in making informed recommendations by the procedures that include the possibility of fact-finding missions. However, there are substantial differences in relation to the preconditions for visits to a state in general, and to specific places of detention in particular. Further differences can be seen in rules concerning confidentiality.
Whereas states parties to the ECPT are obliged to accept visits by the CPT at almost any time and to any place where people are being detained by a public authority, 15 the Special Rapporteur and the CAT are dependent on an invitation from the state concerned. However, based on Article 20 UNCAT, the CAT may carry out and conclude an inquiry without conducting a visit, and the Special Rapporteur may communicate analyses of situations in specific countries together with recommendations for improvements to the governments concerned by means of an urgent appeal.
Article 20 UNCAT, however, stipulates further conditions that must be met in order to initiate an inquiry. In particular, the CAT must have before it reliable information indicating the systematic practice of torture. 16 Although action on the part of the Special Rapporteur does not formally depend on such conditions, he will clearly first need to establish that the practice of torture is resorted to with a certain degree of consistency before actively seeking a country's approval for a visit Of course, such situations would be of particular relevance for the CPT within its regional limits. However, to date, there has not been verification of situations displaying a degree of severity such as to warrant a visit in accordance with one of the UN mechanisms for most of the states parties to the ECPT. The only exception in this regard is Turkey, to which visits have been conducted by each of the three organs.
17
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For a companion of the jurisdiction of the ECHR organs on Significant differences among the procedures can be observed with respect to the publication of actions taken or planned. The Special Rapporteur may publicly announce a forthcoming visit and publish the resulting report in its entirety, as his mandate is based on the public 1235 procedure of die UN Commission on Human Rights. The CAT and CPT, on the other hand, have only limited options at their disposal. The CAT is bound to confidentiality for the entire duration of an inquiry, and may only publish a summary of the results in its annual report following the inquiry's conclusion, 18 at which point consent of the respective government is no longer required. The CFT may give public announcement of a planned visit, and may publish names of the specific places that are inspected during the course of a visit, but the consent of the government is required in order to publish the actual visit report Only under certain conditions -as an ultima ratio in the case of an uncooperative state party" -may it resort to a 'public statement'.
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These regulations also reflect differences in state party obligations for cooperation. While the CAT and the Special Rapporteur must rely on the willingness of governments to cooperate during the early stages of the procedures (invitation for and conduct of a visit), the CPT has far-reaching powers during this phase in line with states parties' firm obligation to cooperate. In further contrast, the ECPTs post-visit procedure aims to promote improvements through 'quiet' cooperation, while the freedom accorded to the Special Rapporteur and the CAT to publish reports without the government's consent opens up the option of increasing pressure through public opinion.
These different operative elements lead to the conclusion that the UN mechanisms would qualify as complementary to the CPT procedure, even in the case of visits to one and the same country. This is true at least until such time as the CPT report is published. In addition, one could expect the pressure on governments to increase with visits by bom the CPT and one of the UN agencies, as such multiple visits express concern about a specific situation at different levels of the international community. On the contrary, it is difficult to imagine how the CAT and Special Rapporteur visits to the same country might be viewed as complementary. Their procedures seem different because of contrasting confidentiality regulations and formal aspects. The procedure conducted by the Special Rapporteur is public and of 
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Article 20, para. 5 UNCAT specific* that the committee must consult the respective state party before publication. However, the committee is not bound by a negative response, and has, in fact, published summary accounts of its report without the consent of the states involved.
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The other situation in which the CPT is empowered to make a public stntemrnt -me failure of a state to improve the situation in the light of me committee's recommendations (cf. Article 10 ECPT) -may be considered as i special case of lack of cooperation. 20
This measure has only been taken twice (December 1992 and December 1996) in relation to the situation in Turkey, in both cases bcainsf of a failure to improve me situation. However, the Committee recently indicated that an excessive delay in providing an interim response as an official reply to a CFT report could lead the Committee to make a public statement under Article 10, para. 2 ECPT (CPT, Sixth General Report (CPT/Inf (96) 21, para 10)).
Internationa] Efforts to Combat Torture and Inhuman Treatment a consultative nature. The CAT 8 inquiry procedure is confidential until its conclusion and serves to determine whether or not torture in a particular state is practised systematically. 21 In fact, however, visits by both organs to a certain country during the same period would prove redundant Both agencies are bound by government approval for any investigative measure taken in the course of an inquiry. And differences with respect to confidentiality are less significant, given that the CAT may abandon the confidentiality rule at the conclusion of an inquiry.
However, this question has proved to be largely academic as far as visits are concerned. The CAT has managed to conduct no more than one visit (Turkey) in nine years of operation. In contrast, the Special Rapporteur has conducted 18 visits as of December 1996. 22 The CATs lack of success cannot be explained by the argument that the countries visited by the Special Rapporteur were not accessible to the CAT, since the majority of these countries were states parties to UNCAT and had not opted out of Article 20. Instead, the reason may be found in the unfortunate combination of highly problematic preconditions for the initiation of an inquiry and the stigmatizing effects it produces. These factors result in many target states maintaining a strong interest in hindering the course of an inquiry. The burden of having to seek the target state's cooperation at every stage of the procedure opens the way to obstruction. However, one positive new development can be seen in the inquiry into the situation in Egypt, which was formally concluded in May 1996 after several failed attempts to receive approval for a visit 23 In this case, it was mainly NGO information that formed the basis for the Committee's conclusion that torture was being practised systematically. This approach, which is completely in line with UNCAT regulations, allows the Committee greater independence from the state party.
The UNCAT's state reporting procedure is notably similar to that of the ICCPR, which results in important overlaps from a procedural point of view. The most important advance in the formulation of the UNCAT was the express provision for the Committee to make 'general comments' on each specific state report (Article 19, para. 3). In contrast the HRC has interpreted the respective regulations in the ICCPR (Article 40, para. 4) as permitting 'general comments' only when these are directed to all parties to the Covenant Despite strong criticism, the HRC has not taken the initiative of drawing up its 'own reports' on specific state reports. Thus, the CAT was more likely to be the first UN body to react with specific comments on each and every state report 24 Nonetheless, developments in the committees' practices have been similar. In the beginning, individual members of the HRC voiced their concern about a state party at the end of each discussion. The CAT, too, restricted itself to single comments made by individual members and refrained from making collective evaluations. For both committees practice has since tended in the direction of concrete criticism issued by the committee as a whole. Indeed, this tendency has led to the introduction of a system whereby the committees issue a single evaluation of each state report debate. This system allows for remarks pertaining to diverse categories, including positive aspects; factors and difficulties impeding the application of the provisions of the Convention (or the Covenant); issues of concern; and recommendations. This dynamic interpretation of the Convention and the Covenant is likely to breathe new life into state reporting procedures, particularly by paving the way for concrete recommendations by the organs. For comparative purposes, the following analysis shall mainly concentrate on procedures conducted between 1990 and 1992.
2 * The procedures undertaken in this period display several points of interest In its third state reporting procedure on Germany carried out in 1990, in relation to ICCPR Articles 7, 9 and 10, 27 die HRC focused its attention on questions concerning the treatment of suspected and convicted terrorists. In particular, the inquiry concentrated on measures involving solitary confinement, and, to a lesser extent, the length of pre-trial detention. In contrast, during its first visit in 1991, the CPT focused primarily on conditions of detention in the prisons visited and safeguards against the illtreatment of suspects in police custody.
* Conditions and safeguards in relation to solitary confinement
29 and the lack of activities of a therapeutic nature in prison units for prisoners with mental disorders were the subject of criticism. 30 One point of concern shared, but handled differently, by the CPT and CAT concerned die consequences of Germany's unification. The CAT posed questions relating to the prosecution of human rights violations committed by former GDR officials, while the CPT pursued the issue of substandard conditions of detention in East German prisons during the period of transition.
11 Another issue that attracted much attention on die part of CAT members was die prohibition and criminalization of torture.
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This matter was barely touched upon by die odier committees.
The work carried out by me different committees warrants no serious criticism for die manner in which this country's most serious problems were addressed and discussed. In retrospect, this comment may seem surprising, considering that the three areas which have received die most attention during die last decade in Germany are die treatment of suspected and convicted terrorists, 33 problematic detention conditions for foreigners awaiting deportation, 34 and die ill-treatment of foreigners by the police. 33 In fact, the HRC was the only committee to raise the issue of the isolation of detainees suspected of belonging to terrorist groups, and the CPT was the only committee to examine the conditions in a detention centre for foreigners, an inquiry which did not bring to light any disturbing irregularities. An explanation for this seemingly surprising conclusion can be found in the timing of the committees' investigations. The issue of isolating terrorist suspects had largely disappeared from the human rights agenda by the beginning of the 1990s, 36 while the issues relating to the treatment of foreigners in detention have only gained visibility since 1994 as a result of investigative work by the media and non-governmental organizations. Thus, it is to be expected that the committees would not have addressed these issues in the first years of the 1990s. Moreover, it may be seen that the committees have indeed turned their attention to these issues more recently. The CPT visited two detention centres for foreigners in 1996, 37 and the HRC discussed the ill-treatment of persons in police custody, particularly in relation to foreigners, in its recent state report 3 *
Regarding the quality of investigations, only the CPT succeeded in conducting a thorough analysis of the legal and practical situation in Germany and was the only committee to deliver clear recommendations, comments and requests for further information. The procedure followed by the CPT in response to a complaint of illtreatment is the only area of its work requiring criticism. The Committee omitted to inform the authorities about this complaint until months later in its formal report The delay allegedly rendered it impossible for the authorities to investigate the allegations. 39 In contrast oral inquiries carried out by the HRC and CAT were deficient in various ways. For instance, the HRC failed to pick up on the fact that government 
Austria
Austria was visited by the CPT in May 1990 and October 1994. The main issues addressed in the first report were the ill-treatment of detainees in police custody, gaps in safeguards against such treatment and poor detention conditions in police jails. The Committee identified a considerable risk of ill-treatment for people in police custody. 48 Despite some improvements, this conclusion was reaffirmed in the CPTs second report, 49 with criticism expressed for the lack of substantial improvement in conditions in police jails. In contrast, little attention was given to these points by the CAT in its discussion of Austria's state report in April 1989. 30 Instead, the Commit-' tee focused on encouraging the Austrian government to draft legislation to criminalize torture. The HRC, in its second state-reporting procedure in October 1991, centred its discussion of Articles 7 and 10ICCPR on the issue of ill-treatment by police forces, clearly picking up on the already released CPT report. 31 Thus, larger thematic overlaps can only be observed between the CPT and HRC.
The lack of attention given by the CAT to the issue of police maltreatment is an important point of criticism of its work. The Committee did not touch upon the most important concern relating to implementation of the Convention in Austria, although NGOs had already reported on the issue.
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The quality of the various committees' discussions differed significantly. The CPT presented recommendations on the basis of a well-structured analysis in both reports, while the CAT and HRC reports lacked cohesion. For instance, the HRC addressed questions to the Austrian delegation on the basis of some of the CPTs recommendations, but, for no apparent reason, left other CPT recommendations unmentioned. Furthermore, the HRC failed to take account of some finer points, such as the different rights of access to a lawyer for Verwaltungsstrqftaten and KriminalstrqftatenP In addition, there was considerable repetition in questions asked. 54 A lack of depth and cohesion was also apparent in the CAT'S inquiry, exemplified by its failure to examine the root causes of certain problems. For instance, the Committee raised questions about press reports which had revealed low rates of subsequently upheld complaints of ill-treatment Yet, despite the fact that no satisfactory answers were received on the subject, it elected not to extend its inquiry. 33 In this context, the CAT made no mention of structural problems, including the possibUity of counter proceedings against detainees who lodge complaints of ill-treatment and the lack of independence on the part of Austrian authorities responsible for conducting such inquiries. The Austrian authorities have displayed formal cooperation in response to the committees' reports, but have introduced few concrete measures as a result The Austrian government response to the first CPT report contained no measures pursuant to specific recommendations or comments, declaring only its intention to take the report into consideration when formulating legal reforms. 56 In fact, minor legislative amendments in 1993 did lead to some expansion of the rights accorded to people in police custody. Among these, the express obligation for police officers to inform an arrested person of his or her rights would appear to be the most important Further improvements can be seen with the introduction of guidelines for interrogations (also with respect to electronic recording devices) and the development of a comprehensive custody register. 57 As these reforms were in line with CPT recommendations, it may be argued that the first CPT report did exert a certain influence. Despite the reforms, however, the Committee's second visit report expressed several concerns about safeguards in police custody. Thematic overlaps can be observed in the procedures conducted between 1990 and 1993, especially with respect to police brutality in Northern Ireland and safeguards against such treatment These problems were treated at length in both the CAT and the CPT reports on Northern Ireland The CAT raised questions about specific cases known from Amnesty International reports and also inquired into governmental statistics. For its part, the CPT presented an analysis of the consistency of allegations, without treating single cases. 63 Regarding safeguards against police maltreatment, the committees examined many of the same issues, such as the maximum length of police custody, the right to inform a third person of one's detention, the right to access to a lawyer and to examination by an independent doctor. In contrast, the HRC barely touched on the problem of ill-treatment concentrating its examination of the situation in Northern Ireland instead on the right to life (Article 6 ICCPR). 64 Further aspects which met with strong criticism by the Committee were the harsh treatment of dangerous prisoners and the lack of psychiatric care. 63 The HRC, on the other hand, showed no awareness of these problems in its discussion, and the CAT requested only general infonnation on the implementation of the UN Standard Minimum Rules and the sanitary standards in prisons. 66 Considering the serious nature of these two main areas of concern, the CAT and HRC may be criticized for failing to address them.
The CPT report on its 1990 visit to England dealt in particular with the severely inadequate conditions in British prisons. The Committee designated the combination of overcrowding, lack of hygiene and poor regime as inhuman and degrading treatment
The quality of discussions varied considerably. In many instances, the CPT analysed issues more profoundly and argued more convincingly. For instance, regarding safeguards against ill-treatment, the CPT, in contrast to the CAT and HRC, always distinguished between regulations for terrorist suspects and those for ordinary criminals. Furthermore, in criticizing delays in access to a physician of the detainee's choice, a criticism also made by the CAT, the CPT had the wherewithal to reinforce its argumentation by pointing out that examinations by the detainee's own doctor must be carried out in the presence of police medical personnel, thereby removing fear of collusion as a justification for deferring the exercise of a detainee's right 67 In contrast, a telling CAT exchange involved one committee member criticizing the lack of efforts to introduce a training programme for medical personnel in the recog- nition of torture victims, followed by a second committee member describing the government's counter argumentation as 'encouraging'. The government delegation had argued that such efforts were superfluous, given the absence of complaints. 6 * Furthermore, the CATs discussion also suffered from repetition. For instance, not less than six committee members asked the government representatives to cite the text and contents of Article 134 of the Criminal Justice Act, which penalizes acts of torture.
Few examples can be reported of specific government actions taken in response to the committees' recommendations and comments. In its response to the CRT report on England, the government hinted that many measures had already been initiated independently of the report. 69 These measures were largely due to the recommendations of an inquiry commission appointed to investigate the English prison system following a series of riots in 1990. The commission issued conclusions and recommendations similar to those found in the CPT report 70 Nevertheless, the activities of the CPT do not seem superfluous as they have been successfully called upon by the prison administration to mobilize funding for improvements. 71 In addition to this outcome, three recommendations and two comments were met with positive action by the government. These measures relate to the storage of body-belts outside the silent-cell area, the transfer of juvenile prisoners from Leeds to another prison, the expressed intention to encourage prison governors to avoid the 'uprooting' of remand prisoners after court appearances, the organization of groups for cleaning certain sanitary installations and the introduction of a programme to combat cockroach infestation in a women's prison. 72 It should be added, however, that the status of some of these positive responses remains vague. For instance, regarding the transfer of juvenile prisoners, nothing was said about whether the measure constituted an improvement. The CPT's recommendations in its report on Northern Ireland met with a reserved government response, particularly concerning improved safeguards for the protection of terrorist suspects. In this area, the government promised only that a review of the emergency legislation would be undertaken. Only two measures, both related to individual aspects of the prisoners' day-to-day treatment, were introduced in response to the CPT report Prisoners in the 'assessment unit' in Belfast were granted one hour of outdoor exercise, and steps were taken to guarantee confidentiality in cases of HTV infection. 71 Nonetheless, these aspects only represent overlaps in certain details, whereas the main points of concern differ between the CPT and the other committees.
Keeping in mind a larger picture of detention-related problems in the United Kingdom, it is surprising that the HRC and CAT barely raised the issue of prison conditions. Indeed, it seems a simplification to merely praise the government for its efforts in modernizing the 'hardware' of the prison system, without taking a careful look at the remaining human problems. In particular, some attempt could have been made to take account of available statistical reports which suggest that efforts to reduce overcrowding by building new prisons will be countered by the growing number of inmates. 79 The construction of new prisons may be a necessary condition for conditions and the 'uprooting' of remand prisoners after their appearance in court 16 Government reactions to the CPT report on the 1994 visit again hint in many respects at measures already initiated. However, in contrast to the first visiting procedure, the government declared that it had taken measures on the CPT report in twelve cases (ten recommendations and two comments). This action mainly concerned material improvements in individual institutions, such as renovation measures and the removal from service of heavily criticized cells. 87 Two further recommendations were complied with through management instructions, namely assuring access to sanitary facilities and forbidding die triple occupation of single cells. 1 * Smaller modifications of a structural nature were initiated in three instances, including the introduction of an information sheet for systematic distribution to arrested persons in Scotland, 19 the introduction of a separate register for the use of the 'silent cell' in a Scottish prison, 90 and the introduction of confidentiality guarantees for medical consultations for newly arrived prisoners. 
France
France was the subject of ICCPR state reporting procedures in 1983 and 1988 and of one UNCAT state reporting procedure in 1989. The CPT carried out two regular visits in 1991 and 1996 and two ad-hoc visits in July 1994 (Martinique and Paris). The CPT produced a lengthy report on its visit in 1991, analysing in particular the treatment of persons apprehended by the police and detention conditions in the maisons d'arrit, prisons, administrative detention centres for foreigners and psychiatric hospitals visited. The HRC and CAT devoted little attention to the problems prevailing in France in their discussions carried out in 1988/89, with CAT covering only the penalization of torture in some detail. This Committee came to the remarkable conclusion that 'legislation, judicial practice and preventive machinery in France could usefully serve as a model to other countries in efforts to combat torture'.
92 This is not only surprising after such a brief discussion, but also in light of the CPT's 1991 findings. After having criticized gaps in safeguards as well as the large number of cases of alleged brutality, the CPT concluded that persons arrested by the police in France ran a non-negligible risk of being ill-treated 93 In addition, several other aspects met with strong criticism by the CPT. Conditions of detention in some stations run by the police or the gendarmerie left much to be desired and administrative detention of foreigners was marked by substandard hygiene and the absence of facilities for detainee occupation. 94 Other practices, such as the handcuffing of pregnant prisoners to their beds in a civil hospital prior to delivery and the lack of provision of activities for prisoners held for 23 hours a day in an overcrowded cell, were designated as MnhniTmn treatment'. 93 In addition, the CPT noted a constant threat of inhuman treatment in one psychiatric institution, where therapeutic initiatives and safeguards for the application of physical restraints were missing.
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Owing to the brevity of the discussions conducted by the CAT and HRC, little thematic overlap may be observed between their procedures. Nevertheless, bearing in mind the CPT's strong criticism, the CAT and HRC obviously failed to take account of a whole range of important problems. What is more, in the light of the CPTs exposure of important gaps in the safeguards against ill-treatment, CATs presentation of France as a 'model' state seems particularly dubious.
As regards the quality of discussions, the small number of questions posed by the HRC and CAT scarcely permit analysis. In contrast, the CPT report provides detailed analyses of all the issues examined. Questions posed by the HRC were often put forward in an overly generalized manner, even in cases where information had already been provided in the state report 97 Once again, the CATs discussion lacked cohesion, even in the matter of the criminalization of torture. Further unevenness was in evidence when one member pursued a line of questioning relating to legal amendments pursuant to the introduction of the European Convention in France, 93 although this Convention does not require implementation by states parties.
Whereas the discussions of the state reports did not lead to any promises by the government delegations, the French government claimed to have reacted with specific measures to nine CPT recommendations and ten comments. Some of these measures related to material improvements in connection with renovation programmes.
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Other measures aimed at improving the quality of work through the hiring of addi- tional personnel 100 and increasing personnel sensitivity with regard to confinement of psychiatric patients, the quality and distribution of food, and respect for personal intimacy during body searches. 101 Particularly forthright was the reaction of the French government to the CPTs criticism of the practice of handcuffing female prisoners to their beds before giving birth in a civil hospital. The result was the building of a special room for these prisoners and the abolishment of the practice. This measure was accompanied by the establishment of a commission with a mandate to eliminate similar practices in other hospitals. 102 And finally, one 'immediate observation' on the part of the CPT led to the prompt removal of certain police cells. However, some of the positive answers given by the government do not specify measures to be taken. Moreover, few positive reactions can be found to requests for structural changes. In particular, safeguards against ill-treatment by the police have not been improved. While certain positive amendments to the Code de Procedure Pinole were made at the time of the government's response, these were withdrawn shortly afterwards. Measures of a more structural nature included the introduction of certain safeguards governing disciplinary procedures, 103 the granting of the right for prisoners to address informal complaints to the President of the CPT and the granting of access to a doctor and to telephones for detainees in a detention centre for foreigners in Paris. 104 Some of the positive reactions on the part of the French government were cast into doubt with the publication of the CPT report following its 1994 visit to Paris. This visit, a follow-up mission, was designed to review the measures taken by the French authorities in response to the severe criticism expressed by the Committee during its first visit of conditions for arrested persons and, in particular, for foreigners in administrative detention at the Dipot de la prefecture de la police. In the course of the follow-up inquiries, the delegation noted that some minor improvements had been introduced, but that substantial changes had not yet been realized. 103 In particular, conditions affecting the health of detainees, such as the provision of natural light in the cells, had not been bettered at all. The CPT observed that promised measures had not materialized. 106 For instance, assurance had been given that foreign detainees would be given access to a medical examination and that arrested persons would be provided with food by the police. The follow-up visit revealed that these promises had not been fulfilled. 107 
Summary
This analysis reveals little thematic overlap between the reporting procedures of the CAT and HRC and the visit reports produced by the CPT. While the CAT concentrated on questions relating to the criminalization of acts of torture and the HRC discussed only a few issues, the CPT examined conditions of detention and preventive safeguards. This stands in contrast to the procedures followed in the case of the United Kingdom, where all the committees undertook extensive inquiries into the treatment of terrorist suspects in Northern Ireland. Another exception may be seen in the case of Austria where several matters included in the CPT report were taken up by the HRC.
The evidence suggests that only the CAT and HRC failed to exhaustively investigate the most important problems in each state. The quality of discussions of the CAT and HRC was characterized by a lack of cohesion and insufficient preparation on the part of individual committee members. In contrast, the CPT reports contained information of a particularly high standard. These differences in quality may influence the quality of government responses. For instance, vaguely formulated questions in state report discussions may be taken by government delegations as an invitation to reply with overly generalized answers. In contrast, government responses to CPT reports sometimes provided valuable and as yet unpublished material.
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While government responses to CPT reports still suffered several deficiencies, these were rarely the result of CPT deficiencies.
Tangible results were almost exclusively to be observed in government reactions to the work of the CPT. However, even the contribution of this Committee scarcely inspired governments to undertake structural changes, particularly in the area of safeguards for persons under police arrest 109 And finally, even where governments have committed themselves to taking action, real improvements may still be a long time coming. There is clearly good cause for continued monitoring.
B. Comparing Visiting Activities of the CAT, the Special Rapporteur and the CPT
Turkey
Turkey was visited by the CPT in 1990 CPT in , 1991 CPT in , 1992 CPT in , 1994 CPT in and 1996 
IV. Conclusions and Recommendations
The introduction of the ECPT and the creation of the UN Special Rapporteur on Torture have substantially improved the quality of international efforts to combat torture and other forms of inhuman treatment The procedure of the CPT -conducting visits to places of detention independent of the consent of the host state -is without precedent in the fight for human rights. The Committee and its staff have managed to implement a highly efficient system and have produced many impressive reports. Although not invested with comparable powers, the Special Rapporteur has succeeded in implementing procedures that were lacking when his mandate was first established. In particular, he has carried out many visits to states where torture is frequently practised, and he has set up an 'urgent action' procedure, enabling him to intervene on behalf of individuals as soon as alarming information comes to hand.
In contrast, the introduction of the UNCAT has only slightly improved existing protection offered by the ICCPR. In particular, the most striking step forward in the UNCAT as regards procedural powers -the inquiry procedure of Article 20 UNCAT -proved to be ineffective on a large scale. Only once in nine years did a state give its consent to an inquiry mission on its territory and in only one further case was the Committee able to belatedly publish a statement on an inquiry conducted in absentia. The other procedures foreseen in the UNCAT are virtually identical to those of the ICCPR with its Optional Protocol. Only a few of the substantive regulations in the UNCAT compare favourably to the ICCPR regulations and HRC's general comments. This said, it should be pointed out that the UNCAT does distinguish itself for more thorough discussions of substantive issues related to the struggle against torture.
The fear of overlapping procedures among the new mechanisms has proved unfounded. The visiting procedures of the CPT and the Special Rapporteur rely on different elements. The CPT does not depend on the consent of a state for a visit and is required to keep information confidential. The Special Rapporteur works within the framework of a public procedure and carries out visits only on the invitation of the state concerned. In addition to the difference in the levels represented by these organs (UN and Council of Europe), the CPT follows a policy of influencing situations through 'quiet diplomacy' until the publication of a report, while the Special Rapporteur delivers information at once for international public debate.
The effectiveness of the organs' activities could be enhanced in several respects. The UN-level organs would be well advised to take notice of the standards set by the CPT. Particularly with regard to reporting procedures, both the CAT and HRC should formulate their recommendations as concretely as possible, so as to clarify the minimum standards they expect Furthermore, each organ should take careful notice of the activities of the other organs in order to avoid duplications. In the case of reports submitted by states which are also parties to the UNCAT, the HRC should restrict its examination under the ICCPR to issues in which the protection provided by the ICCPR goes beyond that covered by the UNCAT."
7 Finally, the UN treaty bodies should rejuvenate their systems of discussing state reports with the aim of raising the level of debate and creating greater cohesion, especially by keeping to a structured agenda.
It is evident that the quality of work also depends on resources, including resources to adequately staff the respective secretariats. The UN bodies are clearly underresourced. In particular, the CAT has the formidable task of supervising the implementation of the Convention throughout the world within two two-week sessions per year, and that with no more than a half-time staff member as secretary. The Special Rapporteur is only slightly better equipped, with one full-time and one three-quartertime staff member," 8 and with financial provision for three one-week stays in Geneva and for two fact-finding missions of one to two weeks. Obviously, increased funding is one of the most important steps to improving the quality of work. Even the successful work of the CPT is threatened due to staffing shortages," 9 a problem which has clearly produced negative repercussions. Some visits have had to be postponed, and the original aim of paying one regular visit to each Member State every two years has had to be abandoned. In addition, the 'ongoing dialogue' with governments may soon be endangered if the secretariat is not supplemented. The issue seems of particular relevance in light of the new challenges for the Committee coinciding with the possible ratification of the ECPT by Russia, which would more than double the geographical area as well as the number of prisoners within the scope of the Convention. These challenges can only be met with significant staffing increases.
A problem faced by all the international organs is the often quite limited impact of their work. This is even true for the CPT, which is sometimes confronted by obstructive government reactions. In particular, recommendations for structural changes are rarely met with positive responses. In addition, governments sometimes make promises to abide by recommendations but do not hold to them. While the CPTs work often has a direct impact on non-structural issues, it is to be hoped that a steady pursuit of structural changes will also succeed in the long run.
The crucial point for enhancing impact can be found in concerted follow-up procedures. Governments will not be very impressed by die recommendations of international bodies in the absence of subsequent efforts to pressure them into implementing the recommendations. Thus, for instance, the new procedure at the end of discussing a state report will only produce effects if the measures taken by the states are monitored in some way. Of course, the most effective results could be 
